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Abstract 
 
 Conservation of resources (Hobfoll, 1989) theory is an increasingly applied 
conceptualization of the stress process (Hobfoll & Lilly, 1993; Neveu, 2007). To evaluate 
and expand this theory, an exploratory research study was conducted to determine the 
influence of personal psychosocial values (e.g., self-transcendence and conservation; 
Schwartz, 1994) on coping processes, using resource-importance appraisal as a mediating 
factor. The primary tenets of conservation of resources theory, as conceptualized by 
Hobfoll (1989), and personal values, as conceptualized by Schwartz (1992), were defined 
and linked using coping behavior as the common procedural outcome. Two studies were 
conducted using a student sample and an organizational sample of human resources 
professionals. Results from both studies indicated that while resource-importance did not 
clearly mediate all of the coping outcomes, values did have an influence on the 
importance an individual assigns to resources. The implications from these findings, such 
as how values can be an important individual difference to consider when measuring and 
explaining stress resiliency, according to conservation of resources theory, are discussed.  
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Introduction 
One definition of stress that has been increasingly common in empirical research 
conceptualizes stress as a psychophysiological reaction caused by the overtaxing of 
valued individual resources (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Specifically, the conservation of 
resources (COR) theory developed this general notion more completely, suggesting that 
stress is the experienced reaction to the threat to or loss of one’s valued psychological, 
material, and social resources. Thus, COR theory suggests that to mitigate or eliminate 
negative stress responses, we are intuitively motivated to protect, retain, and recover 
these valued resources (Hobfoll, 1989).  
Given its cross-domain relevance, this theory’s application to stress research 
within organizational (e.g., Brotheridge & Lee, 2002; Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999) and 
community settings (e.g., Hobfoll, 2001) has grown; however, an important assumption 
of COR theory has not been fully explored. This assumption concerns the importance an 
individual places on his or her resources. Testing what variables govern this ―resource-
importance appraisal‖ assumption and how it may or may not consequently influence an 
individual’s response to stress-events is the focus of the present study.  
 Hobfoll (2001) postulated that an individual’s appraisal of resource importance is 
largely a product of culture. In fact, Hobfoll stated that, ―how resources are ranked and 
valued is a reflection of what constitutes culture‖ (p. 343). Therefore, enhancing our 
understanding of the resource-importance appraisal tenet of COR theory by empirically 
testing the cultural values-to-resources relationship was the overarching purpose of the 
present study. In doing so, this study was designed to clarify the theoretical foundation 
for a more comprehensive assessment of resources and their role within the COR 
2 
 
framework.  Specifically, by defining the cultural mechanisms that influence an 
individual’s personal evaluation of resources, a better understanding of general stress 
resiliency and coping behaviors or processes across contexts may be achieved. Figure 1 
helps conceptualize the general relationship linking values, resource appraisal, and stress-
related outcomes in the present study. 
 The following subsections develop the background necessary for the present 
research. First, COR theory is defined in more detail, and an adapted taxonomy for 
resource groupings will be suggested. Second, a conceptualization of the ―cultural 
influence‖ on resource-importance appraisal, a value system based on Schwartz’s (1992; 
1994) cross-cultural value dimensions, is defined in more detail. Thirdly, a 
conceptualization of a stress-related outcome, coping behaviors and processes, is 
discussed in relation to values and resource-importance appraisal. Lastly, the hypotheses 
are presented. 
Defining COR Theory 
 A useful way to define COR theory is to understand how Hobfoll (2002) built 
upon the important concepts of ―key resource‖ and ―multiple component‖ theories. 
Several resource-related theories generally posit that individuals possess important and 
robust singular resources such as perceived control (Skinner, 1996), self-efficacy 
(Bandura, 1997), self-esteem (Lipschitz-Elhhawi & Itzhaky, 2005), and social support 
(Schwarzer & Knoll, 2007), which help them to cope with stress and improve physical 
and emotional well-being. In contrast to key resource theories, multiple component 
resource theories are those that emphasize resource constructs with more than one 
dimension, such as personality hardiness. This construct is defined as a general category 
of personal characteristics related to general resistance resources; for example, positive  
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Figure 1 
Conceptual Model of the Personal Values to Stress Outcome Relationship 
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affect, internal locus of control, and high work commitment (Bartone, 1999; Maddi, 
2006).  
In contrast, ―integrated‖ stress theories, such as COR theory, connect key and 
multiple component theories and suggest that stress emerges in the give-and-take process 
of resource gain and loss. Therefore, from a COR perspective, it is possible to explain 
stress resiliency as the ability to prevent resource loss, cope with threats to resources, or 
efficiently recover resources (Hobfoll, 2002). In other words, those who are capable of 
gaining back lost resources and protecting their remaining resources are better suited to 
resist stress (Hobfoll, 1989; 2001).  
Hobfoll (1989; 1998) outlines COR theory as a stress model, which incorporates 
environmental and cognitive views of stress and defines stress as an outcome of resource 
loss. Underlying COR theory is the understanding that people strive to attain and protect 
their resources and experience stress when their resources are threatened or lost. Table 1 
provides typical resource categories. 
Hobfoll also describes several principles associated with the process of resource 
gain and loss: concepts of loss, resource replacement, appraisal of resources, and 
expectation of resource gain. A more complete description of these underlying COR 
principles is summarized in Table 2. 
After a careful inspection of these principles, one might expect resource-
importance appraisal to be an integral factor in the scope and depth of their outcomes. 
Hobfoll defined this best when he said, ―the basic tenet of COR theory is that individuals 
strive to obtain, retain, protect, and foster those things they value‖ (Hobfoll, 2001, p. 343, 
emphasis added). 
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Table 1 
 
Types of Resources 
 
 
Note: Adapted from Hobfoll (1989).  
 
Table 2 
 
The Conservation of Resources Theory Gain and Loss Process Principles 
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In other words, each resource’s saliency in the stress process would be influenced 
by the value assigned to it by an individual. Thus, an individual’s resource-importance 
appraisal may likely be determined by one’s own personal values (Rokeach, 1973). 
Despite the theoretically supported connection between personal values and 
resource-importance appraisal, researchers have never specifically demonstrated how 
values might influence the way an individual formulates his or her appraisal of resource-
importance. Indeed, as Hobfoll (1989) pointed out, ―[a]dditional research is required 
concerning normative evaluation of resources and individuals’ more stable resource 
appraisals‖ (p. 520). 
Therefore, the present study is based on the assumptions that (a) stress can be 
accurately defined as the reaction to the perceived expected loss of valued resources 
(Hobfoll, 1989) and (b) a person’s values instilled through culture can influence the 
resource-importance appraisal process (Hobfoll, 2001; Schwartz & Bilsky, 1990). The 
present study is designed to address the question of how one’s values influence resource-
importance appraisal. 
Before a relationship between resources and values can be determined, however, 
one must better understand the amorphous concept of personal values (Sagiv & Schwartz, 
2000). An effective values concept could be relevant to the development of this 
previously untested aspect of COR theory, that resource appraisals are influenced by 
one’s personal values instilled through culture. 
Defining Values 
 Researchers in other areas of psychology (e.g., Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz and 
Sagiv, 2000) have provided value frameworks that could be used as testable 
conceptualizations of culture. In particular, Schwartz (1992; 1994) defined a typology of 
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cross-cultural values that have been validated and applied in the literature for over 15 
years (e.g. Bouckenooghe, Buelens, Fontaine, & Vanderheyden, 2005; Feather, 1995). 
Building on Rokeach’s  (1973) cross-cultural differences in values, Schwartz (1994) 
defined values as, ―a (1) belief (2) pertaining to desirable end states or modes of conduct, 
that (3) transcends specific situations, (4) guides selection or evaluation of behavior, 
people, and events, and (5) is ordered by importance relative to other values to form a 
system of value priorities‖ (p. 20). At a high level, Schwartz described values as 
―motivational goals‖ that serve the interests of a societal group, motivate behavior, and 
standardize judgments and actions. Furthermore, values are acquired through 
socialization and individual experience, and help to meet biological, social, and group 
needs. This view of values as motivational goals is the overarching distinction needed to 
understand the definition and measurement of values (Sagiv & Schwartz, 1995).  
 Schwartz (1992; 1994) provides ten general types of values that can be associated 
with general motivational goals. This framework may have considerable utility within the 
present research. Because values are expressed as motivational goals that are either in 
conflict or compatibility with each other in ways that sometimes overlap, Schwartz 
(1994) arranged the values in a circumplex model that includes four unique groupings (it 
is important to note that hedonism can be related to two of these groupings): (1) openness 
to change , (2) self-transcendence , (3) conservation , and (4) self-enhancement. Figure 2 
illustrates this relationship and provides definitions. 
 As Figure 2 indicates, these four groupings can be grouped into two higher-level 
value continua, self-enhancement vs. self-transcendence and openness to change vs. 
conservation. Both of these value dimensions have been used in research examining the  
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Figure 2 
Conceptualization of Values 
 
Note. Adapted from Schwartz (1992) 
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relationship of values to other variables such as physiological symptoms, stress, and 
decision-making (e.g., Creswell et al., 2006; Tal & Yinon, 2003). 
For example, Bouckenooghe et al. (2005) focused specifically on these two value 
groupings (openness to change versus conservation and self-transcendence versus self-
enhancement) to postulate that values have an effect on well-being outcomes such as 
stress. Specifically, Bouckenooghe et al. identified a negative correlation between the 
openness to change value grouping and stress outcomes, and a positive relationship 
between the conservation value grouping and stress. Perhaps the most relevant finding to 
the present study was that Bouckenooghe et al. (2005) found value conflict (i.e., behaving 
in a way that is incongruent with one’s values) to be the most important predictor of 
stress in their model.  
(This finding might integrate well with COR theory’s assumption that stress is 
caused by a threat to one’s valued resources—being incapable to preserve what one 
deems to be important (i.e., value incongruence), could be partly why an individual 
experiences the stress response.) Stated another way, ―people with certain value priorities 
might deal better with some situations and might find themselves unfit for others‖ (Tal 
and Yinon 2003, p. 290).  
Linking Values and Resource-Importance Appraisal to Coping Behaviors and 
Processes 
 The next link in the underlying model is between resource-importance appraisal 
and a person’s stress-related outcomes. As elaborated in the following sub-sections, it is 
theorized that a person’s coping behavior and process are outcomes likely to be 
influenced by the relationship between a person’s values and resource-importance 
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appraisals, because the amount of value a resource(s) has to the individual is critical to 
his or her response to resource depletion (i.e., stress; Hobfoll, 1989). 
 Values and behavior and/or processes. While Schwartz (1992; 1994) 
considered values as motivational goals that could direct a person’s behavior, past 
research has failed to demonstrate strong evidence for a clear values-to-behavior 
relationship (Karremans, 2007). However, extensive research has demonstrated through 
self-report, peer-report, and archival content analysis methods, which of Schwartz’s value 
dimensions correlate with a number of ―value-expressive behaviors‖ (e.g., Bardi & 
Schwartz, 2003; Bardi, Calogero, & Mullen, 2008). These findings support Rokeach’s 
(1973) assertion that certain behaviors may reflect underlying values because they can be 
seen as the function of cognitive attitudes towards an object or situation that are related to 
a value subset.  
Feather (1992; 1995) also explored the relationship of Schwartz’s value 
dimensions to behavior by studying the value-to-valence connection. More specifically, 
Feather described the values-behavior connection by testing how values produce differing 
valences on objects and events. Her experimental findings suggested that values directly 
influenced the choice between two alternatives in hypothetical situations designed to 
measure each value. Feather also described how Schwartz’s value dimensions were 
related to the multiple factors related to behavior via the amount of effort towards the 
behavior, the level of persistence towards the behavior, and the choice among alternatives 
related to the behavior.  
Torelli and Kaikati (2009) postulated an important premise for explaining how 
values can determine non-concrete behaviors, such as coping responses. They described 
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that values and behaviors are the most congruent when an individual rationalizes ―why‖ 
he or she will take a certain action rather than ―how‖ he or she will conduct a certain 
action. In other words, the relationship between values and behavior is stronger when an 
individual increases his or her cognitive support (i.e., actively thinking of reasons for 
identifying with a value) for a specific value. Therefore, the value-behavior connection 
may be strongest when one views one’s resource-importance appraisal as the reason for 
one’s value-congruent coping behavior. 
Given that behaviors accurately express values while an individual is considering 
the reasons for his or her behavior in an abstract sense, a question that arises is: Which 
behaviors or processes are most likely to be influenced strongly by a person’s values? 
The following studies, supplemented from social value orientation (SVO; Messick & 
Mcclintock, 1968) theory research, are examples of how Schwartz’s values influence 
both ―general‖ behavior and ―resource-related‖ behavior.  
Schwartz’s (1992; 1994) value dimensions have been connected to common 
behaviors, such as how one conducts his or her relationships (i.e., a relational model; 
Biber et al., 2008), consumer behavior (Burroughs & Rindflesich, 2002), and career 
choice (Knafo & Sagiv, 2004). Recently, Biber et al. (2008) explored how personal 
values govern human behavior in social relationships. Biber et al. linked Schwartz’s 
(1992; 1994) values to relational models theory, which posits that social relationships are 
conceptualized around four basic models: communal sharing, authority ranking, market 
pricing, and equality matching. Biber et al. hypothesized that self-transcendence values 
would be positively related to the communal sharing relational model. Communal sharing 
suggests that people regard each other as equals and seek one another’s interests, as 
12 
 
opposed to only seeking their own interests. Biber et al. also hypothesized that the market 
pricing relational model (i.e., social relationships are predicated by the costs, benefits, 
utility, and efficiency to the individual) would be positively related with self-
enhancement values, which are both incompatible with placing priority on the needs of 
others versus oneself.  
Biber et al.’s (2008) results supported both of these hypotheses, indicating that 
after participants were rated on both their personal values and relational model 
preferences, positive correlational relationships were discovered between value groupings 
(e.g., self-transcendence and self-enhancement) and behavioral relational models (e.g., 
communal sharing and market pricing). To summarize, Biber et al.’s findings indicate 
two important concepts: (1) that values can be expressed through behaviors such as the 
types of social interactions individuals decide to engage in, and (2) Schwartz’s value 
dimensions can provide a means to assess a person’s values and can be incorporated in 
research.  
SVO, or the extent to which an individual regards one’s own needs over others 
(Messick & Mcclintock, 1968), is a separate, yet related value theory that has bolstered 
the literature’s findings concerning the values-to-behavior linkage (e.g. Bogaert, Boone, 
& Declerck, 2008); specifically, resource-related behavior (Kramer, McClintock, & 
Messick, 1986). For example, Bonaiuto and colleagues (2008) examined how SVO 
determined the usage of natural resources (e.g., water) in an Italian village. They 
discovered that those individuals who had a cooperative SVO, or an outlook that places a 
heavy emphasis of the needs of others over oneself, compared to those with a more 
competitive or individualistic SVO, or a balanced self to others and primarily self-
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oriented perspective respectively, had higher rates of voluntary cooperation with water 
codes. Similar results concerning allocation of resources between self-benefiting 
behaviors versus others-benefiting behaviors have been discovered using SVO theory 
(van Dijk & De Cremer, 2006). While these findings demonstrated a values-to-resource-
related behavior connection using a different value dimension, these studies help 
illustrate how values influence not only general human behavior, but also more 
specifically, resource-related behavior.   
To reiterate, two main conclusions from existing values and behavior research 
presented here are that (a) values are congruent with resource-related behavior and 
processes within the right contexts, and (b) Schwartz’s dimensions of universal personal 
values, especially the four value groupings, have been applied and linked to other 
constructs within social science. The following subsections are focused on the link 
between behaviors and resources. 
 Resources and behavior/ processes. The COR theory has been applied to 
various stress-related topics such as the study of PTSD after traumatic events (Hobfoll, 
Tracy, & Galea, 2006), disaster research (Benight et al., 1999; Freedy, Saladin, 
Kilpatrick, Resnick, & Saunders, 1994), and burnout (Brotheridge & Lee, 2002; Neveu, 
2007). While the outcomes in these studies are varied, a common thread in these studies 
is the consideration of reactive behavioral coping efforts in response to lost, damaged, or 
threatened resources (Hobfoll, 1989). Overall, these studies illustrate how the importance 
of resources to an individual is usually expressed in one’s behavioral or procedural 
responses to stressors (i.e., the coping resource investment), whether it be after a threat or 
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loss of resources is experienced or whether an individual has a full complement of 
resources at his or her disposal.  
Research involving COR has also demonstrated ways in which the behavior and 
processes of people are proactively guided to protect resources or recover from resource 
losses (e.g., Hobfoll, Tracy, & Galea, 2006). In the present study, coping-related 
behaviors and processes are the focus, as a fairly well-defined form of resource-related 
behaviors and processes. Moos and Schaefer (1993) summarized much of the available 
coping processes research into a commonly accepted framework for classifying coping 
processes. In general, coping behaviors and processes are organized according to their 
focus (approach or avoidance) and their general form (cognitive or behavioral). While the 
conceptual intricacies of the different coping typologies are beyond the scope of this 
study, past research has demonstrated how resources are not only a motivating factor for 
coping behaviors and processes, but also impact the effectiveness of coping differently in 
specific contexts (Luria & Torjman, 2009; Unal-Karaguven, 2009).  Table 3 explains in 
further detail how these coping processes are defined. 
Moos and Schafer (1993) further explain how each of these coping options is a 
reflection of individual differences in resource profiles, including such factors as 
personality (e.g., high self-esteem, self-efficacy, and an internal locus of control), social 
support (e.g., family or coworker support), and work resources (e.g., high autonomy and 
supervisor support). As a specific example, Moos and Schafer suggest that personal 
resources such as self-efficacy and internal locus of control are positively associated with 
approach or active forms of coping.  
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Table 3 
 
Summary of Basic Coping Behaviors and Processes 
 
Overall, this conceptualization of coping processes provides structure to a 
behavioral component of the process by which values, resource-importance appraisals, 
and resource-related behaviors and processes can be linked. In summation, according to 
COR theory, resource importance may govern people’s behaviors through their reaction 
to resource loss. Specifically, the desire to build and protect remaining resources, or 
recover lost resources, may determine how behaviors are proactively motivated and 
guided (i.e., as conceptualized by coping processes).  
The Present Study 
Many of the basic tenets relating to COR theory involve behaviors that redirect, 
invest, or conserve a person’s psychosocial resources in light of pending or past stressful 
events. Specifically, ―COR theory suggests that resource acquisition, maintenance, and 
fostering are basic motivational goals that require effort and other resource costs‖ 
(Hobfoll, 2001, p. 352). This description and major tenet of COR theory shows how 
individuals and groups proactively engage in repairing damage to resources and invest 
remaining resources for protective purposes following or leading up to a stressful event. 
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In this way, common ground can be seen between the motivational nature of values and 
resources; values may be expressed through resource-guided behavioral actions that are 
in response to a person’s exposure to stress-inducing events.  
Building on the material presented in the preceding sections, the present study 
tested the general proposition that a person’s values indirectly influence his or her typical 
coping response patterns via the mediating influence of that person’s resource-importance 
appraisal. This is expected because resource-importance appraisal is expressed through 
behavioral investment (e.g. Brotheridge & Lee, 2002; Hobfoll, 2001), and values are 
often part of the motivational factors behind behavior (e.g. Feather, 1995). Overall, the 
present study is designed to explore the general research question: Do values influence 
resource appraisal, and if so, how? 
To facilitate the formation of testable hypotheses, a previously adapted 
categorization of COR theory resources (validation details are discussed in the method 
section; cf. Cunningham, 2008), which organized resources into material, psychological, 
and social categories, was employed to organize the variety of psychosocial resources 
first suggested by Hobfoll (1989). Specifically, it is hypothesized that: 
H1a: There is a negative relationship between self-transcendence values 
(higher self-enhancement than self-transcendence) and perceived 
importance of material and psychological resources (e.g., financial, certain 
personal characteristics and conditions). 
Because those with lower conservation values (i.e., higher openness to change) 
place a higher priority on self-directed actions and attitudes (Schwartz, 1994), it is also 
hypothesized that: 
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H1b: There is a positive relationship between conservation values (higher 
openness to change than conservation) and perceived importance of social 
resources (e.g., other-focused objects and energies; Bonaiuto et al., 2008; 
Kramer et al., 1986).  
 Regarding the expected links between resource appraisals and the coping 
behaviors, it is expected that: 
H2a: There is a positive relationship between perceived importance of material 
resources and tendency to use avoidant coping behaviors/processes. 
H2b: There is a positive relationship between perceived importance of 
psychological resources and tendency to use approach coping 
behaviors/processes. 
H2c: There is a positive relationship between perceived importance of social 
resources and tendency to use approach coping behaviors/processes. 
Finally, it is expected that in addition to the indirect effects of values on coping 
behaviors, certain direct effects may also exist. This presumption is based on the 
evidence that values do predict behavior in some contexts, such as engaging in certain 
social relationships or operating within a community setting (e.g., Biber et al.’s, 2008; 
Bonaiuto et al., 2008). Figure 3 summarizes all of the hypotheses.  
Specifically, it is hypothesized that: 
H3a: There is a positive relationship between self-transcendence values and 
approach coping behaviors/processes.  
H3b: There is a negative relationship between conservation values and avoidance 
coping behaviors/processes.   
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Figure 3 
Conceptual Model of the Values, Resources, and Coping Response Relationship 
 
Note. The stressor exposure and appraisal/importance as stress elements of this model 
will not be tested in the current study but are assumed as important factors influencing 
coping response/ resource investment. In other words, it is assumed in the model that 
once an individual is exposed to a stressor he or she must appraise that stressor as 
stressful for a coping response to take place.  
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Along with the stated indirect and direct effects hypotheses, previous research 
also points to the possibility that certain values may lead to a greater heterogeneity or 
variety in the types of resources people identify as important. This may also have 
implications in understanding stress-related outcomes (Bouckenooghe et al., 2005) and 
individual differences in resilience and choice coping behaviors/processes. Because the 
evidence for this presumption is neither strong nor directional we also explored the 
following research questions:  
RQ1: Are those individuals who rate conservation values as important, 
more or less likely to rate a smaller number of overall resources as 
important?  
RQ2: Are those individuals who rate a greater variety of resources as 
important (i.e., a mix of material, psychological, and social resources) 
more or less likely to engage in approach coping behaviors and processes? 
Method 
General Overview 
 In the two studies reported here, identical paper-and-pencil and online surveys 
were used to collect data. Prior to the data collection, a small content validation pilot 
study was also conducted among 24 graduate students to independently validate 
Cunningham’s (2008) categorization of resources into material, psychological, and social 
resource forms. This categorization scheme provided structure to the present attempt to 
measure resource importance and variety at the person level. Details are provided in the 
following section. 
Measures 
 All measures are included in Appendix A. 
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Demographics. Participants were asked to report age, sex, grade level, and race 
for the purposes of sample description and to use as possible covariates in the analyses. 
The PANAS-X scale (Watson & Clark, 1994) was used to test for dispositional positive 
and negative affectivity as a person-level covariate that might influence participants’ 
perceptions of resources, values, and coping behaviors and processes. This scale 
measures both positive and negative affectivity using ten descriptive words for each state, 
and asks the participant to respond to what degree he or she has felt this way in the past 
few weeks (a 7-point Likert scale was used, 1 = Not at all to 7 = Extremely). Coefficient 
alpha for positive affect was .90 (Study 1) and .94 (Study 2), while negative affect had a 
coefficient alpha of .86 (Study 1) and .92 (Study 2). 
 Values. While a consistently agreed-upon definition of values does not yet exist, 
Schwartz (1992; 1994) has developed a validated, purportedly universal, and cross-
cultural conception of values that has been used in a variety of past studies within the 
social sciences (e.g., Rokeach, 1973; Frink, Rose, & Canty, 2004; Schwartz & Bilsky, 
1990). Few of the studies from these areas have included stress-related outcomes, but the 
inherent definition of values that Schwartz postulated could be important for stress-
related research involving theories such as COR.  
In the present study, the Shortened Schwartz Value Survey (SSVS; Lindeman & 
Verkasalo, 2005), an adapted 10-item version of Schwartz’s (1994) original 57-item 
scale, was used to assess participants’ values along two general value dimensions: self-
transcendence and conservation. Due to the length and cognitive difficulty limitations of 
the longer, more commonly used Schwartz Value Survey (Schwartz, 1992), Lindeman 
21 
 
and Verkasalo developed the SSVS to act as a more accessible tool for researchers 
because of its ability to provide quick summarizations of the value dimensions.  
Using a coefficient equation generated by Lindeman and Verkasalo’s 
multidimensional modeling, this scale yields value scores along two continua: openness 
to change vs. conservation (i.e., motivation to preserve the status quo), titled 
conservation, and self-enhancement vs. self-transcendence (i.e., conflict between seeking 
interests of others or primarily self-interests), titled self-transcendence. These value 
groupings, as opposed to individual value types, have both important practical and 
conceptual implications. Tal and Yinon (2003), for example, illustrated how domains or 
clusters of values, such as those defined through the four groupings offered by Schwartz 
(1992; 1994), are better predictors of teachers’ decision making than isolated or separate 
values. Lindeman and Verkasalo (2005) computed the reliability of their composite scales 
using a statistical technique called the general reliability coefficient (GRC). According to 
the authors this technique is a more accurate estimate of reliability for composite scales 
since it does not make the same assumptions of equal variances and correlations as 
Cronbach’s alpha; thus, the reliability they reported for these 7-point composite scales 
were .71 for a Conservation values score and .69 for a Self-transcendence values score. 
Moreover, researchers have directly applied the SSVS to social science research 
(e.g., Aarino & Linderman, 2007), have used similar multidimensional modeling 
techniques for scoring in other measures (e.g., Joshanloo & Ghaedi, 2009), and have 
employed the value dimensions that the SSVS efficiently defines (e.g., Bouckenooghe et 
al., 2005).   
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 Resource-importance appraisal. The list of resources in the COR-E (Hobfoll et 
al., 1992) is often used in a checklist fashion to assess the quantity of a person’s available 
resources or degree of resource loss and/or gain. However, as typically used, the COR-E 
measure does not easily map onto the taxonomical categories targeted in the present 
values or coping behavior/processes frameworks. Therefore, an adapted version of the 
COR-E was used to measure resource importance. The original list of COR resources was 
reorganized into a three-part (material, psychological, and social resources), content-
specified conceptual categorization by Cunningham (2008).  
 This categorization scheme was validated using a pilot sample of graduate 
students (N = 24). Participants were asked to rate the degree (i.e., 1 = Definitely not, 6 = 
Definitely) to which they would classify each of the 74 COR-E resources as: (a) a 
―Material‖ resource (defined as anything tangible that has worth, or, anything that is 
associated with tangible value), (b) a  ―Psychological‖ resource (defined as any 
characteristic, state, or knowledge that the individual has, which is useful or beneficial), 
and (c) a ―Social‖ resource (defined as involving interpersonal interactions that have 
positive/beneficial value). Resources were then categorized into one of the three 
categories based on their modal ratings across pilot study participants (cutoff was a 
modal rating greater than or equal to 5 = ―Very probably‖). For items with very low 
modes or similar modes across multiple resource category ratings, the highest mean 
rating values were used. After categorization was finished following these rules, all 
categories were checked for content appropriateness. In the end, only two of the original 
COR-E items (Hobfoll et al., 1992) were omitted from the analysis due to a low rate of 
consensus between raters -- item #12, ―Time for work‖, and item #34, ―Role as a leader.‖ 
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The final version of the present resource categorization then included 22 material 
resources (Study 1, α = .90; Study 2, α = .89), 28 psychological resources (Study 1, α = 
.92; Study 2, α = .93), and 22 social resources (Study 1, α = .87; Study 2, α = .88). 
In the actual studies, participants rated the importance of each of the 72 resources 
on a six-point scale ranging from 1 to 6. Total scores were computed within each of the 
three resource classifications to provide an indication of resource importance by type. In 
addition, the total number of resources rated as at least somewhat important (a rating of 2 
= ―A little value‖ to 6 = ―Extreme value‖) served as an index of the diversity of each 
participant’s preferred resource profile.   
 Coping behaviors. Approach and avoidance forms of coping behaviors and 
processes were measured with the active, avoidance, and emotion-focused coping scale 
developed by Jex, Bliese, Buzzell, and Primeau (2001) in their work for the Walter Reed 
Army Institute of Research (WRAIR). Participants responded to these items by rating 
how often they ―usually do‖ the following things on a scale from 1 to 7 (1 = ―Don’t do 
this at all‖ to 7 = ―Do this all the time‖). The active coping measure consists of five items 
and an alpha of .61 (Study 1) and .63 (Study 2).  The avoidance coping measure consists 
of eight items and an alpha of .70 (Study 1) and .76 (Study 2).  Emotion-focused coping, 
considered here as another type of avoidance coping, was measured using five items from 
Carver et al.'s (1989) COPE scale.  These items reflect attempts to cope with stressors 
either by expressing one's emotional states to others, or seeking emotional support. 
Coefficient alpha for this scale was .92 (Study 1) and .90 (Study 2).  These questionnaires 
rate the participant on a form similar to the four coping process dimensions listed by 
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Moos and Schafer (1993): cognitive approach, behavioral approach, cognitive avoidance, 
or behavioral avoidance. 
Study 1 
Participants 
 Participants were 548 undergraduate students enrolled in psychology classes at 
The University of Tennessee at Chattanooga. 78.40% were Caucasian, 67.00% were 
female, and the mean age of participants was 18.75 years old (SD = 2.27).  
Procedure 
 All procedures were approved by the institution’s Institutional Review Board 
(Appendix B; see Appendix C for a copy of the approval letter). Study materials included 
a stapled packet of all measures to complete in-class. Packets contained the adapted 
COR-E, the SSVS, the coping scale measure, affectivity measure, and a demographic 
questionnaire. Students were recruited through the incentive of extra credit for their 
participation, though participation was fully voluntary and another option (i.e., an essay 
response to a chapter reading) was provided for extra credit should they have chosen not 
to participate. Participants were allowed 15 to 20 minutes to complete the packet in a 
classroom setting and upon completion, each participant anonymously returned the 
packet to the researcher, and was thanked for his or her time.  
Results 
 Preliminary analyses were conducted to test the symmetry of distributions and 
account for missing data. Upon review of the skew and kurtosis statistics for the resource 
items, six items (two from each of the three resource-importance categories) were 
omitted from further analysis due to low/no variance or extreme skew within this sample 
of students; appropriately, most of these items included some reference to children, which 
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would not be relevant to the typical college student. Missing data were accounted for in 
all analyses by listwise deletion. From the original sample of 548, 531 participants were 
included in the correlation analysis and 523 were included in the multiple mediation 
analyses.   
 Hypotheses were tested using both simple zero-order correlations and a Preacher 
and Hayes (2008) multiple mediation procedure, which allows researchers to 
simultaneously test for both total indirect effects between X and Y as well as the 
importance of individual mediators within a set using OLS regression techniques. Table 4 
summarizes descriptive statistics and intercorrelations among all study variables. 
 These intercorrelations help address the two research questions presented 
previously with the hypotheses. The first research question asked: Are those individuals 
who rate conservation values as more important more or less likely to rate a smaller 
number of overall resources as important? As shown in Table 4, a non-significant 
correlation (r = .08, p > .05) was observed between conservation values and resource 
variety, indicating that conservation values do not appear to have any relationship with 
the variety of resources deemed important by these respondents.   
The second research question asked: Are those individuals who rate a greater 
variety of resource as important more or less likely to engage in approach coping 
behaviors and processes? There was a significant relationship between the resource 
variety to active coping variables (r = .11, p < .05). Interestingly, a significant positive 
relationship was also observed between resource variety and emotion-focused coping (r = 
.16, p < .01).  
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The hypotheses for this study were all designed to test direct effects between 
value dimensions and resources, and individual resource groupings and coping responses. 
These hypotheses are most appropriately tested with a mediational model that 
simultaneously tests the expected indirect and direct effects. In the present study an OLS-
regression based multiple mediation analysis procedure was used (Preacher & Hayes, 
2008).  
In support of Hypothesis 1a, a significant and negative direct effect from self-
transcendence values to material and psychological resource-importance appraisals was 
identified (see Figure 4). The zero-order correlations between self-transcendence values 
and these two resources also support this hypothesis (r = -.34, p < .05; r = -.22, p < .05). 
Hypothesis 1b was also supported, as a significant and positive direct effect between 
conservation values and social resource-importance was identified (see Figure 5). The 
zero-order correlation between conservation values and social resources also supports this 
hypothesis (r = .09, p < .05). 
Hypotheses 2a was not supported while 2b was supported, at least along the self-
transcendence pathway. The material resource-importance variable was negatively 
related to emotional coping processes (i.e., avoidance coping), while the psychological 
resource-importance variable was positively related to the active coping behavior as 
predicted (see Figure 4). Hypothesis 2c was not supported, as shown in Figure 5; there 
were significant positive relationships between social resource-importance and emotional 
coping on both the self-transcendence and conservation pathways, but no relationship 
between social resource-importance and active (i.e., approach) coping was identified. 
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Figure 4 
Study 1 Self-transcendence to Coping Outcomes 
 
Note. This model is a summary of three individual analyses, which examined one 
dependent variable at a time, and is not meant to imply one overall analysis. Coefficients 
represent unstandardized regression coefficients after covariates were added to the model. 
* denotes p < .05, ** denotes p < .001, N = 531 
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Figure 5 
Study 1 Conservation to Coping Outcomes 
 
Note. This model is a summary of three individual analyses, which examined one 
dependent variable at a time, and is not meant to imply one overall analysis. Coefficients 
represent unstandardized regression coefficients after covariates were added to the model. 
* denotes p < .05, ** denotes p < .001, N = 531 
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Hypothesis 3a and b concerned direct effects between value dimensions and 
coping responses. Hypothesis 3a was not supported, as no direct relationship between 
self-transcendence values and approach (active) coping was identified. Hypothesis 3b 
was partially supported, as a direct and negative relationship between conservation values 
and avoidance coping was identified (no evidence for mediation was present in this 
analysis).  
 In addition to these hypotheses tests, a supplemental analysis was also conducted 
to test for individual indirect effects using the Preacher and Hayes (2008) multiple 
mediation technique. Specifically, these indirect effects through the resource-importance 
mediators were tested using a bootstrapping technique that corrects for asymmetry in 
sampling distributions typically observed with this type of analysis. The statistical 
significance of any of these indirect effects was established by reviewing the 95% 
confidence intervals for the bias-corrected bootstrap estimates; here, significance is 
denoted by confidence intervals that do not include 0. Table 5 provides the findings for 
indirect effects between the self-transcendence value dimension and the coping response 
outcomes. Table 6 provides the findings for indirect effects between the Conservation 
value dimension and the coping response outcomes. 
 For the Self-Transcendence values pathways it is evident that psychological 
resources are clearly acting as a unique mediator for the relationship between Self-
Transcendence and active coping. Contrast codes between the indirect effects also 
indicated that in this model, psychological resources were a stronger mediator than either 
material or social resources. Material resource-importance also seemed to mediate the  
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Table 5 
Study 1 Indirect Effects between Self-transcendence Values and Coping Behavior  
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Table 6 
 
Study 1 Indirect Effects between Conservation Values and Coping Behavior  
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self-transcendence to emotional coping relationship, and contrast codes signified that 
material resources were acting as a more influential mediator than social resources. 
 Concerning the conservation value pathways, the only significant indirect effect 
was through social resource-importance when predicting emotional coping. Social 
resource-importance had a stronger influence on the model than material and 
psychological resource-importance. Table 6 has point estimate values and the 95% bias-
corrected confidence intervals. 
Study 2 
Participants 
Participants in the second study were approximately 122 employees recruited 
from the human resources department of a large textile manufacturing organization in the 
southeastern United States. Approximately 84.31% were Caucasian, 65.01% were 
female, and the mean age of participants was 43.53 years old (SD = 9.73). 
Procedure 
An online questionnaire was distributed via company email. The questionnaire 
matched the formatting and structure of the paper-and-pencil survey used in Study 1 and 
contained an informed consent, the adapted COR-E, the SSVS, the coping scale measure, 
and a demographic questionnaire. Participation was completely voluntary and was only 
solicited through informal request sent by a mid-level human resources manager. After 
completing the survey, participants were directed to a webpage debriefing them and 
thanking them for their time. 
Results 
 Preliminary analyses were also conducted in this sample to test the symmetry of 
the item distributions and to account for missing data. Unlike the student sample from 
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Study 1, the six ―children related‖ items that were omitted due to extremely high skew 
were re-inserted to the item pool for analysis.  Missing data were accounted for in all 
analyses by listwise deletion. From the original sample of 122, 121 participants were 
included in the correlation analysis and 111 were included in the multiple mediation 
analyses.  
 The hypotheses in this study were also tested using both simple zero-order 
correlations as well as the multiple mediation procedure developed by Preacher and 
Hayes (2008). Table 7 summarizes descriptive statistics and intercorrelations among all 
study variables. These correlations were used in a similar way to answer each research 
question dealing with the effects of resource variety on resource-importance and coping 
outcomes. The first research question asked: Are those individuals who rate conservation 
values as more important, more or less likely to rate a smaller number of overall 
resources as important? As in Study 1, a non-significant correlation between conservation 
values and number of important resources was identified (r = .15, p > .05).  
The second research question asked: Are those individuals who rate a greater 
variety of resources as important more or less likely to engage in approach coping 
behaviors and processes? Surprisingly, a significant negative correlation was identified in 
this sample between resource variety and active coping (r = -.11, p < .05), contrary to 
what was observed in Study 1.  
 Preacher and Hayes’ (2008) multiple mediation technique was employed to test 
the hypotheses. Figures 6 and 7 summarize the results of these analyses. Similar to Study 
1, Hypothesis 1a was supported in that there were significant negative relationships 
between self-transcendence values and material and psychological resources. Contrary to  
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the findings from Study 1, Hypothesis 1b was not supported in that there was not a 
significant direct effect between Conservation values and social resource-importance. 
 Hypotheses 2(a, b, and c) and Hypotheses 3(a and b) were not supported in this 
sample. There were no significant direct effects between resource-importance variables 
and coping outcomes on either pathway. Moreover, a contradictory finding was 
discovered for Hypothesis 3a in that a significant negative relationship was identified 
between self-transcendence values and active coping.  
 The full set of indirect effects across the hypothesized models is summarized in 
Tables 8 and 9. Among both values pathways for this sample, only the self-transcendence 
to emotional coping relationship included a significant indirect effect through material 
resources. The total indirect effect for all of the mediator variables acting as a set was 
also significant.  
 This indicated that although there was not a total direct effect for self-
transcendence on emotional coping, there was a total indirect effect on emotional coping 
when the mediators and covariates were applied to the model.  
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Figure 6 
 
Study 2 Self-transcendence to Coping Outcomes 
 
 
Note. This model is a summary of three individual analyses, which examined one 
dependent variable at a time, and is not meant to imply one overall analysis. Coefficients 
represent unstandardized regression coefficients after covariates were added to the model. 
DE = direct effect. * denotes p < .05, ** denotes p < .001, N = 111 
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Figure 7 
Study 2 Conservation to Coping Outcomes 
 
Note. This model is a summary of three individual analyses, which examined one 
dependent variable at a time, and is not meant to imply one overall analysis. Coefficients 
represent unstandardized regression coefficients after covariates were added to the model. 
* denotes p < .05, ** denotes p < .001, N = 111 
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Table 8 
 Study 2 Indirect Effects between Self-transcendence Values and Coping Behavior  
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Table 9 
 Study 2 Indirect Effects between Conservation Values and Coping Behavior  
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Discussion 
 The purpose of this study was to determine whether values influenced one’s 
resource-importance appraisal, and in turn, one’s behavioral coping processes. Doing so 
helps to build on the existing empirical foundation that supports COR theory, and 
possibly give a better understanding of the individual differences that influence personal 
stress resilience. The results from two separate studies provide preliminary insight into 
the complicated linkages between individuals’ underlying values, psychosocial resources, 
and coping behaviors/processes.  
Overall, the results concerning the values-to-resource-importance appraisal 
relationship were mixed, but one thing is clear, in both samples self-transcendence values 
had a negative influence on material and psychological resource-importance. In other 
words, as participants viewed self-transcendence values (i.e., others focused) as more 
important, they viewed their own material and psychological resources as less important. 
This finding is congruent with Schwartz’s (1994) original value conceptualization, in that 
individuals who value the welfare of others above their own seem to inherently find less 
value in focusing or placing priority on developing their own material, emotional, or 
cognitive faculties (e.g., Bonaiuto et al., 2008). As an illustration, consider the extremely 
nurturing mother who takes great care of those around her, but fails to take care of her 
own well-being. 
Conversely, conservative values also had a significant influence on personal 
appraisals of social resource importance, but only in the student sample. One possible 
explanation for this is a reduced level of statistical power in Study 2 (smaller sample 
size), although the observed path coefficient between conservative values and social 
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resource importance perceptions was more positive in Study 2. As Schwartz (1992; 1994) 
described, those with conservative values place a higher priority on supporting the 
communal group and lower priority on self-directed action. Despite the non-significant 
finding pertaining to this path in Study 2, these results give traction to a main premise of 
the current study—that all resources are not ―created equally‖ in an individual’s mind, 
and that a higher order process may govern the difference in importance between 
resources.  
In regards to the resource-importance appraisal-to-coping response relationships, 
a complex string of results was discovered. Study 1 demonstrated support only for the 
relationship between psychological resource importance and active (approach) coping. 
This result demonstrated Moos and Schafer’s (1993) suggestion that cognitive resources 
such as self-efficacy and internal locus of control are positively related to active coping.  
Two unexpected findings in Study 1 were the negative relationship between 
material resource importance and emotional coping, and the positive relationship between 
social resources and emotional coping. This latter finding makes some intuitive sense, in 
that social resources may make it easier for a person to use emotional coping techniques 
more effectively. The latter finding could also be interpreted as partial support for 
Hypothesis 2c in that despite theoretical assumptions, participants viewed active and 
emotional (usually categorized as avoidance) coping to be significantly related. This 
finding was not replicated in Study 2, but it does suggest support for the tenet of COR 
theory that assumes resources influence coping responses through both their availability 
and value they have to the individual.  
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 The results concerning direct effects between value dimensions and coping 
responses were varied and at times perplexing. In both studies, the non-significant direct 
effect between self-transcendence values and active coping responses could be a result of 
the differing effects of the two resource categories that are related to self-transcendence. 
As predicted, both material and psychological resources were related to self-transcendent 
values, but each of these resource-importance categories were predicted to have different 
effects on the active coping response variable. Thus, the direct effect of self-
transcendence on active coping could have been ―split‖ by the two opposing effects of the 
resource-importance categories. A surprising result from Study 2 was the significant and 
negative relationship between self-transcendence and active coping. This was not only 
contrary to the hypotheses, but also an inconsistency across the two studies. As far as the 
present results indicate, there were major differences between the student’s perception of 
values and/or coping responses and the adult employee’s perception of values and/or 
coping responses. This finding itself, of a possible moderating effect of an individual’s 
life stage or age raises interesting avenues for future research in this area.  
 The only clear direct effect was identified in Study 1 between conservation values 
and avoidance coping responses. Conservation values place a priority on tradition and 
conformity to standards of behavior (Schwartz, 1992), while avoidance coping was 
measured using behaviors and processes that could be interpreted as more ―self-
directed‖—for example ―Drink more alcohol‖ or ―Just try to ignore it‖ were avoidance 
coping items. Thus, one interpretation for the observed relationship could be that those 
who scored higher on the conservation value dimension were generally less likely to 
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identify with the types of descriptive actions associated with avoidance coping, no matter 
what types of resources were valued.  
An implication of the resources literature, including COR theory (e.g., Hobfoll, 
1989) is that the amount of resources one has at his or her disposal is important for how 
effective he or she is at mitigating stress. This was the assumption tested in the two 
research questions. Specifically, there were contradictory relationships discovered 
between the two studies, Study 1 discovered a positive relationship with resource-
importance variety and active coping, and Study 2 discovered a negative relationship 
with resource-importance variety and active coping. As both of these studies were coded 
and scored in the same way, these results may indicate a difference in perceptions 
between the two samples: students may have viewed more important resources at their 
disposal as tools towards actively coping with stress, while older adults saw a greater 
variety of important resources as a ―riskier investment‖ if lost through active coping. 
Though values have been theorized as remaining relatively stable over time, values can 
change in relation to the frequency of life-changing events (Bardi, Lee, Hofmann-
Towfigh, & Soutar, 2009), which may have been demonstrated in the differences 
between these two samples. Despite these differences across the two samples, the present 
findings do seem to at least partially support the idea that the amount of resources an 
individual deems important can determine a coping response.   
The multiple mediation analysis results, conducted as supplemental analyses to 
test the cohesiveness of the values-to-coping responses relationship, largely supported the 
assumption that a combination of values, resource-importance ratings, and covariates are 
accounting for significant amounts of variance in coping behavior. These models (except 
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for the conservation values to active coping model in Study 2) also accounted for 
significant variance in the coping behavior/process outcomes, as indicated in their 
significant R
2 
values. This suggested that even in the absence of significant mediation, the 
covariate, value dimension, and resource elements are helpful in explaining an 
individual’s coping tendencies. In addition, the multiple mediation analyses did reveal 
that certain resources, such as psychological and social resources (in Study 1), may act as 
unique mediators to the value-to-coping response relationships. This makes intuitive 
sense since those who would rate psychological resources as more important would be 
more inclined to engage in the cognitive processes of actively changing stressor 
perceptions (Moos & Schafer, 1993). Conversely, those rating material resources as more 
important in the student sample were less likely to engage in emotional coping (akin to 
active coping in this instance); this again may be an indication of the need for cognitive 
resources when engaged in active coping.  
Limitations 
 There were multiple limitations inherent to the hypothesized outcomes, such as 
the sample demographics, and the types of data that were collected in the present study. 
Coping responses were hypothesized as a ―visible‖ or somehow more ―tangible‖ 
demonstration of common behavioral outcomes that may be influenced by a person’s 
values and resources. While this framework held loosely together in theory (Bardi & 
Schwartz, 2003; Bouckenooghe et al., 2005), the results demonstrated that coping 
behaviors may not have been the best form of behavioral outcome for testing the 
influence of values to resource importance. The present results do provide significant 
material for future extension and replication, but any conclusions from these two studies 
are tentative. Using a measure of perceived stress as an outcome, such as the original 
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COR-E or other accepted measure of perceived stress, may have allowed for more robust 
findings. Using a measure of stress as an outcome for the model would have followed 
more closely with the theoretical connections and implications made by Hobfoll (2001) 
and others regarding COR theory (e.g., Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999). 
 Another limitation to the findings of the present study was the homogeneity of 
both samples. Study 2 was developed to combat the homogeneity of the student sample in 
Study 1, but because all members of the second sample were from the same geographic 
region, a similar degree of demographic and values homogeneity was still present. 
Increasing the heterogeneity of future samples could increase the variability in reported 
values and resource-importance appraisals, and thus demonstrate more robust findings. 
 Finally, the types of data collected lend themselves to biased or skewed 
responding on the part of participants. While gathering self-report data from participants 
concerning their perceptions of ―resource value‖ was the most convenient way of 
collecting data, this may not have been the best practice. The biased data (i.e., 
participants rating most if not all resources as extremely important) increased the 
difficulty of accurately making inferences between variables. Perhaps, as with values 
(Ovadia, 2002), a resource ranking system may have been more appropriate, although 
such a strategy is not without its own psychometric limitations.  
Future Research  
As noted previously, future research may benefit from replicating this study with 
samples from other regions of the country, or from international countries, to involve a 
richer range of held values. These findings might reveal more clearly defined 
relationships and increase the implications of this study, such as the methodological 
importance of including values in future measurements of COR theory. By including the 
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mechanisms that might determine the importance individuals place on resources, the 
predictability and validity of current and future evaluations of stress using COR theory 
could be increased.  
 Future research would also profit from replicating this study with both different 
measures of resource importance (i.e., rankings of resource examples, situational 
descriptions, etc.) and stress related outcomes (i.e., the original COR-E measure of stress 
in terms of COR, other measures of stress, or measurement of stress after a stressor has 
been experienced). These varying aspects to the current study would help define more 
clearly how the COR process operates and how values, or a similar antecedent such as 
cultural norms, influence the resource appraisal component of COR theory.  
 Lastly, future research could benefit from studying the influence values have on 
stress-related behavior or general resiliency within a frame-of-reference context. 
Although untested, the differences between the student and organizational sample may be 
due in part to the context each participant viewed his or her value ratings. For example, a 
student may have thought of his or her value rating in a more general way while the 
organizational participant may have thought of his or her value rating in a more ―work 
specific‖ way. Testing for this contextual element of values could open up interesting 
implications and findings for how values act as an individual difference for predicting 
stress resilience in different contexts. 
 Overall, the results from the present study begin to pry apart the antecedents and 
outcomes of resource importance appraisal within the COR process proposed by Hobfoll 
(1989). The nature of this study was highly exploratory because past research on COR 
theory and values has never investigated the possible connections between value systems 
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and specific stress coping responses, using resource-importance appraisals as a mediating 
factor. This being the case, it was often difficult to make clearly defined predictions 
concerning how values would influence resource-importance appraisal, or how resource-
importance would influence coping responses. However, the rationale behind including 
behavioral coping outcomes was to demonstrate the full spectrum of the theorized COR 
process, while including the antecedent effect of personal values. 
Though the relationship between values and behaviors may still be too tenuous 
and unclear for a stronger relationship between values and coping responses to be 
demonstrated in any single study (Karremans, 2007), the present research does show how 
personal psychosocial values can influence one’s ―valuation‖ of resources, and how this 
type of evaluation may influence one’s response to stressors (i.e., coping behaviors and 
processes). Therefore, this study does allow for some important implications. Other than 
the methodological benefit of including values in future measurements of COR processes, 
this study demonstrates how values may be an important individual difference in 
predicting stress resiliency. Including values in future research and assessment of stress 
resiliency, within a theoretical COR framework, would allow researchers and 
practitioners to better understand why some people burnout or experience maladaptive 
responses to stress while others do not. In this way, the present study provides a starting 
point for future research that considers how one’s values act as a core individual 
difference in determining the appraisal of resource-importance and how this difference 
could be at the root of understanding personal stress responses. 
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Appendix B 
Informed Consent Form 
Purpose of the Study: 
This study is being conducted by Neil Morelli, a graduate student at the University of Tennessee at 
Chattanooga, under the supervision of Dr. Chris Cunningham. The purpose is to extend our understanding 
of the processes of a contemporary theory of stress and how individuals may be more or less likely to resist 
the stress response. 
 
What will be done: 
If you agree to participate you will be asked to complete a questionnaire, which will take no more than 25 
minutes of your time. This survey includes questions about your personal values, your perceptions of 
resource importance, and your preferences for coping with stress. Some demographic questions are also 
included so that we can accurately describe characteristics of the final group of participants. To participate 
you can complete the attached survey and return it as directed. 
 
Benefits of this Study: 
You will be contributing to a growing base of knowledge regarding our understanding of the factors that 
contribute to an individual’s ability to resist and recover from stress. 
 
What are the risks to me? 
No risks are anticipated from taking part in this study. If you feel uncomfortable with a question, you can 
skip that question or withdraw from the study altogether. If you decide to quit at any time before you have 
finished the questionnaire, your answers will NOT be recorded. We can only make use of fully complete 
surveys, however, so we greatly appreciate your full cooperation. 
 
Confidentiality: 
Your responses will be kept completely confidential. You will be assigned a participant identification code, 
and this is the only identification that will be associated with your survey responses (we will not be asking 
for your name). Only the researchers will see your individual survey responses and these responses will be 
stored in a locked storage room. 
 
Decision to quit at any time: 
Your participation is voluntary; you are free to withdraw your participation from this study at anytime. You 
also may choose to skip any questions that you do not wish to answer.  
 
How the findings will be used: 
The results of the study will be used for research purposes only, such as presentations at conferences and 
publications in professional journals. 
 
Contact information: 
If you have concerns or questions about this study, please contact Neil Morelli and neil-morelli@utc.edu or 
Dr. Chris Cunningham at Chris-Cunningham@utc.edu or 423-425-4264. By completing and returning this 
survey, you acknowledge that you have read this information and agree to participate in this research, with 
the knowledge that you are free to withdraw your participation at any time without penalty.  
 
Thank you in advance for you assistance and participation. 
 
Sincerely, 
Neil Morelli 
Chris Cunningham, Ph.D. 
The University of Tennessee at Chattanooga 
 
This project has been approved for compliance with ethical guidelines by the Institutional Review Board at 
the University of Tennessee at Chattanooga, #09-163 
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